PROCEEDINGS OF THE BROWN COUNTY
CRIMINAL JUSTICE COORDINATING BOARD

Pursuant to Section 19.84 Wisconsin Statutes, a regular meeting of the Brown County Criminal Justice
Coordinating Board was held on May 21, 2014 in Room 240 of the Brown County Courthouse, 100 S.
Jefferson Street, Green Bay, Wisconsin.

Present: Judge Walsh, Judge Zuidmulder, Larry Malcomson, Michelle Conard, Probation and

Parole (Lori), Jeremy Kral, Pat Evans, Tom Molitor, John Gossage, Ron Ledford, Dave
Lasee

Citizen Reps: Tim Mc Nulty, Jeff Jazgar

1.

Call Meeting to Order.
The meeting was called to order by Judge Walsh at 8:40 a.m.
Approve/Modify Agenda.

Motion made by Pat Evans, seconded by Jeffrey Jazgar to approve. Vote taken. MOTION
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Approve/modify minutes of March 6, 2014.

Motion made by Pat Evans, seconded by Michelle Conard, to approve. Vote taken.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

COMPAS Tool Presentation — Abbey Fuszard.

Abbey Fuszard from the Department of Corrections Central Office in Madison gave a
presentation on the COMPAS (Correction Offender Management Profiling for Alternative
Sanctions) tool. A copy of the Power Point presentation is attached. Following the presentation
Fuszard answered questions of the Board.

Motion made by Pat Evans, seconded by Michelle Conard to receive and place on file.
Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Review list of tasks assigned to each member and discuss follow up.

-Judge Zuidmulder, Judge Waish and Clerk of Court: Reduction of time between
revocation order and sentencing on misdemeanor and Felony Charges. Chief Deputy
Clerk of Courts Michelle Conard stated that they are looking at the time lapse from the time
someone is put in custody on revocation until they meet with an agent and a report gets
submitted to the Court to have a hearing scheduled. They are also looking at how long it takes
the Court to schedule a hearing. Once this information is gathered, they will be able to come up
with a policy for Brown County to help out the Jail by getting probation holds in and out of Jail as
quickly as possible.
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Judge Zuidmulder continued that there are two classes. The first class is the class where the
person waives the right to an attorney and an administrative hearing. This will be easy to
measure. The second class is those who have to get an attorney appointed and Judge
Zuidmulder noted that historically attorneys ask for delays. He felt that the efficiency could
come in the first group by making sure that if someone waives their right to revocation and they
are certified, those people should be able to have the time compressed but he did not feel there
would be a lot that can be done with those asking for an attorney.

Conard indicated that Jed Neuman will be contacting her shortly to talk about this further and
she will keep this Board advised.

Judge Zuidmulder stated that there are currently six judges handling criminal matters and each
has a different personality. Rather than trying to convince the six judges to have a schedule, he
felt it would be better to try to convince them to have one revocation judge who has a regular
calendar each week to handle all of the sentencings that have been revoked at that time. There
is a general rule that at any time any judge can handle another judge’s calendar on a general
assignment, and therefore unless a defendant would have objections to a different judge
sentencing them, that would be the way he would look at this.

-Judge Zuidmulder and Judge Walsh and Clerk of Courts: Reduction in incarceration of
people for fines. To include a breakdown as to what these offenses are such as payment
hearings, etc. Exploring option of using a collection agency instead. Conard stated that
about 10 percent of payment hearings go to warrants. She ran a report from 1993 to the
present of all cases that are in collections but have warrants and the number is actually quite
small. This will have to be brought up at a judge's meeting as to how to handle them. Conard
did not feel that warrants should be issued for cases that are going to collections. She also ran
a list of cases of contempt and there are only 80 of them from 1993 to present that are sitting
out there at this point. Judge Walsh felt there was some streamlining that can occur to help this.
Conard stated that Brown County utilizes two collection agencies, one in Brown County and one
in Milwaukee. She also checked with Outagamie County and found that Brown County’s
process is almost identical to theirs in how collections are handled.

-Chief Molitor: Investigation proxy questions as those used by Eau Claire. Molitor
reported that he had contacted the Eau Claire Police Department and they have been using an
electronic proxy form that is completed on their RMS software. The proxy is related to all
criminal arrests including criminal traffic offenses, all referrals to the DA's office and all
ordinance citations that would otherwise be criminal. The officers would not keep the proxy
forms on a person for persons taken to Jail for PO holds or other warrants and are only for the
criminal activities. The answers to the proxy questions can be self-reported by the arrested
person or if the officer has access to computer resources such as CCAP. If the officer is unable
to complete the proxy form for an individual being held in jail, the jail staff completes one prior to
releasing the person.

Molitor continued that the three questions that are asked for the proxy are 1) current age; 2) age
of first arrest; and 3) number of prior arrests. The offenders are then graded and scored to find
out if it is a low risk, medium risk or high risk offender. Molitor stated that Eau Claire
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has been using this system for several years and he was also advised by Eau Claire that they
feel that this has reduced the number of people being taken to Jail. He was also advised that
there was not a lot of push back from the officers in Eau Claire when this went into effect and
Molitor felt that something like this could be easily implemented in Brown County. This subject
was discussed at length and will be added to the agenda for the Chief's meeting.

-Jed Neuman and Jeremy Kral - Investigate the feasibility of using COMPAS evaluations
in pre-trial circumstances. Kral did not have anything to add regarding the COMPAS program
that was not covered in the earlier presentation. Walsh indicated that it would seem to make
sense to use something like COMPAS to help decide what to do at bond hearings.

Gossage advised the Board that he had met recently with Corrections Healthcare who utilizes a
component called the MRT which is another risk assessment tool similar to COMPAS. If Brown
County were to have a day report center, Corrections Healthcare would have that MRT
component built into the day report center. Gossage continued that he had also met with
Justice Point which is an organization in Milwaukee that does risk assessments for Milwaukee
County. Gossage had contact information in case further information was desired and he noted
that both organizations had indicated willingness to address this Board.

Lori indicated that part of the reason that there was the COMPAS suggestion was that
information is already contained in the system and can be utilized statewide and information
would not need to be re-entered.

Judge Walsh indicated that he did not have a problem bringing in my assessment tool
representatives and indicated that none of this would be implemented until we get an idea if the
TAD grant is awarded. Lasee hoped to be notified of the TAD grant within the next several
weeks.

At this time Judge Walsh jumped ahead to the end of the Task Layers to Day Report Centers.
Lasee indicated that he had recently attended a presentation on day report centers. He felt that
a day report center in Brown County could be used in a number of different ways such as to
help supervise the Drug Court, help diversion programs, and be used as an alternative to
incarceration. He felt that exploring the day report center was a very good idea for the County
and talking about using it in multiple ways was very important.

Kral asked what the next step would be to get a day report center started. Lasee felt that the
next step may be meeting with County Executive Troy Streckenbach to see which budget a day
report center should come out of. Gossage indicated that it may be appropriate to look at
abolishing the Huber program and moving to a day report center using the GPS bracelet instead
that could be monitored by an outside agency. Judge Walsh indicated that he will bring this up
at the next Judge’s meeting and this will be discussed again at a future meeting of this Board.
Kral felt it would make sense for himself and Sheriff Gossage to talk to County Executive
Streckenbach about this.
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The last item discussed was the Portage County mapping results to Judge Zuidmulder by Ron
Ledford. Ledford provided a handout to the Board, a copy of which is attached. This shows
what Portage County has out there and he felt that the Board may find it of interest. He also
provided information from Snohomish County in Washington where her previously worked and
indicated that they also had a Jail overcrowding problem. Their approach was not about proxys
or diversion but the idea was who should be in jail and who should not and they tried to identify
certain things including how long it would take to get in front of a judge before and offender was
released. He felt the most important thing was to map out something as it goes through the
system, but the real key is to look at the decision making points and who is involved and
determine whether the practices, policies and procedure are conducive to how quickly you can
get a person in and out of the jail. Other information Ledford discussed can be found in the
handout he provided.

This list will be discussed again at future meetings and this Board will continue to go through it
to see what kind of progress can be made.

Motion made by Pat Evans, seconded by Dave Lasee to receive and place on file. Vote
taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

6. Adjourn.

Motion made by Pat Evans, seconded by Dave Lasee to adjourn at 10:48 a.m. Vote taken.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Respectfully submitted,

Therese Giannunzio
Recording Secretary
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h A Foundation of Evidence Based Practice
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h The RNR Prineiples: Recidivism Reduction

Three Principles to Follow:
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The Needs Principle (What)
Criminogenic Need:

Factorsiina
person’s life that, if
| left unaddressed,

. criminal behavior.
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The Responsivity Principle (How)

Tailor programming and interventions to the
individual characteristics of your client.

h What is COMPAS?




What is COMPAS not?
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COMPAS Demo

1

What we can learn
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h County / DOC Partnership

* County application e

* MOU Review / sign-off '

* Training e

+ Approval of county business process
GO LIVEN '
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h Questions
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Portage County Justice System Needs Assessment Study & Plan
Introduction / Executive Summary

Portage County’s primary objectives for the needs assessment study and plan were as follows:

¢ Enhance the Portage County Justice System so that it is the most effective and efficient
criminal justice system possible.

e Develop a justice system management plan for Portage County that includes physical plant
needs for all justice system agencies, programs and processes for the next 30 years.

¢ Develop a plan that can be implemented incrementally over time, and that can be adjusted
based on changing needs, resources, new knowledge, and priorities.

e Improve public safety throughout the City and County.
¢ Minimize crowding in the County Jail by a comprehensive approach that involves a two-

pronged approach:
o having adequate and appropriate Jail beds for those who require incarceration: and

o providing an array of Interventions for those who do not require incarceration, who pose
minimal risk to others, and who can benefit from non-custody programs that cost less

than incarceration.

¢ Eliminate the need to ship Portage County inmates to other county jails and pay per diem
fees and transportation costs, both of which are likely to increase substantially over time.

« Economize on staffing and space -- where feasible without jeopardizing safety, security, or
functionality.

Scope of Work

The Departments

The primary focus of the study was on the following departments:
e Circuit Courts

e Court Clerk
e Jail — much of the study and plan centers around the Jail

« Justice Administration and non-custody Interventions
¢ Juvenile Detention

e Portage House

e Sheriff's Department (which the Jail is part of)

e Stevens Point Police Department

Other departments were included to a lesser extent. These are ones which interact with the
departments listed above and who, therefore, should be considered for collocation with them:

e 6th District Court Administrator

e Child Support
e« Community Corrections (Probation and Parole)

s Coroner
e Corporation Counsel (either all of it, or a small secondary workspace)

Mark Goldman & Associates, Mead & Hunt, Stojkovic & Lovell Page 1-2
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o District Attorney’s Office
¢ Emergency Management
e Health and Human Services (a small secondary workspace)

e Public Defender

The Tasks

For:

Tasks

Systemwide tasks
—forall
Departments
listed

Determine agencies to be included in the new facility with consideration for
functions, staff, and space.

Project space needs in 5-year increments through the year 2035.

Develop effective & comprehensive public engagement strategy.

Evaluate the existing Courthouse/City/County building and the existing Law
Enforcement/Jail building and make recommendations regarding future

use.

Develop & compare generic downtown and remote (but still within the City
of Stevens Point) sites with estimated building size, footprints, & costs.

Form recommendations to improve effectiveness & efficiency based on
studying best practices.

Develop data collection & analysis strategy.

Investigate ways to collocate and share space.

Study the costs and benefits of a do nothing option.

Additional Tasks:
Jail

Profile current Jail inmates particularly regarding their risk levels, need for
incarceration, potential for non-custody Interventions, and programs that
they could benefit from.

Develop 30-year population & bed projections by classification category
based on no changes to Interventions and the Justice System.

Develop a second set of bed need projections based on changes to
Interventions and the Justice System. Calculate the potential cost savings
from this second set of projections vs. the status quo projections.

)Analyze current programs run by ATTIC Correctional Services, HHS &
others and formulate recommendations on other Jail programs

Project staff in five-year increments (30 years).

continued

Mark Goldman & Associates, Mead & Hunt, Stojkovic & Lovell Page1-3
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